In the preface and opening chapter I set out to examine the development, nature, content and role of propaganda, highlighting examples of where propaganda evolves into forms of incitement to hatred. The objective was to try to delineate between different forms and uses of propaganda to be able to find a workable definition of hate propaganda. In the historical chapters and case studies, it has been demonstrated that popular perceptions of propaganda as a tool used only by those with evil intent or by the 'enemy' (however defined) but not by those with a more righteous cause is inaccurate and leads to a skewed picture of what propaganda is and how it works. It is a much wider phenomenon in communication than just the manipulative definition that took hold in the middle of the 20th century, notably following the First World War and then with the rise of fascism and communism in Europe. Propaganda is an integral part of political and social life and is inherent in many forms of human communication. Propaganda in its developed forms stresses 'the control of opinions and through them the actions of men ' (Jowett and O'Donnell, 2006, p. 73) . It is primarily concerned with the management of opinion and the use of significant symbols to achieve this (Lasswell, 1971, pp. 9 and 13) . It operates on a spectrum from the well-intentioned (such as the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) World Service in the 1980s and 1990s seeking to provide its audience with the news and comment necessary for them to make informed decisions about the world around them), through the clearly manipulative forms of propaganda used within modern polities in the form of media owned by groups of individuals seeking to use that media for their own political or economic ends, to propaganda in societies with more (or even heavily) restricted media and public opinion networks where propaganda often takes the place of competing opinion or free dissemination of news and comment. At the extreme end of this spectrum is where propaganda is aimed at managing opinion, controlling that opinion and through it attempting to determine the actions of the target audience and seeking not just to attack the opinions of others, to establish the propagandist's ideology as the ruling set of ideas but to incite hatred and, through that incitement of hatred, elicit support for extreme programmes of action against the objects of the hatred and sanctify or elicit active involvement in violence against those objects. What has become clear is that no clear and simple line can be drawn on one side of which stands an acceptable form of propaganda, even one advocating violence, fear or forms of hatred of an enemy in times of war or in defeating aggression or invasion, and the other side of which stands propaganda where the intent and content is focused on the development and utilization of hatred to bring about the destruction, displacement or dehumanization of a perceived enemy or 'other'.
British, French and later American First World War propaganda sought to vilify the Germans, to seize on real, alleged, exaggerated and even invented atrocities to convince both the fighting forces and the public at home of the need to combat the barbarian Hun, the brutal Boche, or evil and heartless Prussian. They used fear and atrocity to develop contempt and even hatred for the enemy -yet this did not develop into a total, constant and repetitive dehumanization of the German nation or Germans as individuals. They were to be beaten in war but not destroyed as a nation, exterminated en masse or -despite the strictures, territorial changes and reparations demanded in the Treaty of Versailles -to be displaced from their homeland or subject to harsh and continuing repression purely because they were Germans. German propaganda prior to and during the Second World War was multifaceted and included what one might consider normal war propaganda aimed at boosting morale, trying to ensure support for the war effort and deriding opponents -as with propaganda aimed against the British and Americans. But there was the other side of propaganda -that which sought over time and with horrific consistency and repetition to build up a dehumanized image of the Jew (so dehumanized that this encompassed the entire nature of all Jews and brooked no individuality) or of the Russian, Pole, gypsy or Slav. This image was used to set an agenda for an entire population, an agenda that presented the image of a sub-human, consumed by evil intent towards Germans and the whole of European civilization and whose defeat and ultimate destruction was the only sure guarantee of German survival. The propaganda aimed at convincing Germans that total war against these peoples was the only option, a total war brought on Germany by the evil intent of the 'other'. Similarly, in Rwanda the image of the Tutsi was one of total evil and eternal threat to the Hutu, and an agenda of hatred was constantly drummed into Rwandans (see Kellow and Steeves, 1998) .
For Hitler and the Nazis, the Second World War brought the opportunity to go beyond hate and the elimination of Jews from German public life and civil society and to start a concerted campaign of extermination -the propaganda broadcast during the war was consistent in its judgement that the Jews had caused the war and the Jews would therefore be exterminated. Because the German state had the machinery and manpower to implement
